
STATE OF DELAWARE 

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENTRELATrONS BOARD 

LOCAL NO . 1694-1 lNfERNATIO NAL 

LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION, AFL -CIO , 

Petitioner, Rep . Pet. No. 96·05· 179 

and [Request for Declaratory State ment] 

DIAMON D $T ATE PORT CORPORATI ON, 

Respondent. 

The Dia mond Sta le Port Corp orati on (" Diamo nd State " or "Res ponde nt") is a 

publ ic e mp loy er within the meanin g of § 1302 ( 0) of the Publ ic Empl oym ent 

- Relati on s Act (hAc C') . 19 Del.C . Cb . 13 ( 1994). Local 1694 - 1 of the Inte rnati onal 

Longshoremen ' s Associati on . AFL-C IO , (" Union" o r " Pe t itio ne r" ) is an empl oyee 

organization within the mean ing of 19 DeLe , §1302 (h). 

On May 21. 1996. the Peti tioner fi led the foll owing pet itio ns with the Public 

E mploy men t Re latio ns B oard ( "PER B" ) , ( I ) P e t i t i on F or U n it 

Dete rm ina t ion/Ce rt ifi ca tion/ Dece rti fica t ion ; and (2) Peti tion For Ame nd me nt O r 

Clarification Of Existing Certified Bargaining Unit. 

O n the pe tition ent itled "Pe tition For Uni t Determ inat ion/Ce rt ifica tion/ 

Decertificati on" , the Peti tioner set forth the foll owing descrip tion of the approp riate 

bargaining unit: 

Cra ne Operat ors (utility crane), Lif t Tru ck Ope rators (utility lift truck ), 
Laborer s , Mec ha nics, Elect ricia n-Weld er. Pla nt Maint ena nce Wo rke rs , 
Line Runn er s, Janitors and Jan itresses . Exclude : All offi ce per sonnel , 
supervisors and guards, as defined in the Act. 
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In	 co mpl iance with § 1311 of t he Act , th e Petit ion er a lso su bmi tte d ) 
authoriza tion cards signed by at least 30% of the curre ntly unr ep resent ed employees 

seeking (0 be represented by the Petitioner as part of the existing bargaining unit. 

As set for th on it s face, the secon d document submit ted by the Petiti on er 

entit led "Petition For Amendme nt Or Clarif ica tion Of Existing Bargaining Unit", is 

in tended to accom plish one (I) of two (2) purp oses: ( I) Amen dmen t of Cert if ica tio n 

(Pet itio ner seeks Amen dme nt or Mod ificatio n of the exis ting ce rt if ied bar gain in g 

unit ) or (2), B ar~ ai n in e Uni t Cla r ifica tio n (Pet it ioner a lleges tha t ther e exis ts a 

question as [ 0 whet he r ce rta in pos it ions are included or exc luded fro m cu rrent ly 

ce rtified unit). Althoug h the form in stru ct s the petit ion er to mark the one (1) 

approp ria te choice, t he Petiti oner In thi s matt er , chec ked both al te rnatives and 

described the appropriate bargaining as: 

P lant Main tena nce Worker s , Line Runn ers and recurr en t ( inc l. 
seasonal) employees (1000 hours per year minimum). 

The text of the lett er dated May 28, 1996, from the PERB noti fying the State ' s 

Office of Labor Relations of the filing is set forth below, in its entirety: 

Enclosed pl ea se find a pe tit ion filed by In ternati on al
 
Longshoremen's Associ ation, AFL -CIO , which seeks to amend the exis ting
 
bargain in g un i t of Di amon d Sta te Port Cor pora t io n e mployees
 
represented by ILA Loca l 1694-1. J have also enclosed a copy of Me.
 
Eisenstadt' s covering letter dated May 21, 1996.
 

Depa rtment of Labor Cas e No. 103 (for merly case 154 ) records 
indicate that the existing bargaining unit is defined to include:
 

All crane operators, Lif t Truck Operato rs, Labor ers, Mec hanics,
 
Electr ic ian-We lde rs, Janit ors and Janit resses. The uni t exclu des :
 
All office personnel, supervisors and guards.
 

Th e petiti on see ks to ame nd thi s uni t to al so inclu de the curre nt ly
 
unrepresented positions of:
 

•	 Plant Maintenance Workers
 
Line Runners
 

•	 "Rec urrent e mployees", inc luding seaso nal employees who 
work a minimum of 1,000 hours per year. 

In orde r to verify that this petit ion is prope rly suppor ted by at
 
least th irty per cen t (30%) of the em ployees In these unr ep resent ed
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positions, pl ea se provid e me with a list of all per son s empl oyed by the 
Diamond State Port Autho ri ty in the petitioned for posit ions, includ ing 
the name, social security number and cl ass ific ation of each employee . 
Please be sure to include in the verification list any employe e who did 
not work in the most recent pay period because he/she was eith er ill, on 
vacation, or on leave of absence. You may forward the verification list to 
the PERB at your earl ies t convenience, but it must be recei ved by the 
close of business on Monday, June 10, 1996. 

Please be advised that PERB Regulation 3.4 provides: 

.. .If the publi c employ er fail s to supply the verifica tion within the 
time spec if ied, the Executi ve Director shall assume the petiti oner 
has submitted the requisite number of valid signatures. 

The e mployer may submit to the Publi c Emp loym ent Rel at ion s 
Board its posi tion with respect to the requested modificat ion of the unit. 
Any response you wish to make on behalf of the employe r must also be 
received by Monday, June 10, 1996. 

Please do no t 
questions or concerns. 

hesit at e to contact our offi ce if yo u have any 

On June 14, 1996, Diamond State filed the following reply: 

Encl ose d is a list of all seaso nal employees of 
Port Author ity. The list does not incl ude the names of 
P lant Maint ena nce Worker s or Li ne Runn ers. T he 
Maint enan ce Worker is vacant. The class ification o f 

the Diamond 
emp loyees who 
pos itio n of 

Lin e Ru nne r 

Sta te 
are 

P lan t 
d oes 

not exist at the Diam ond State Port Authority. Line runn ing is a job duty 
pe rf or med b y d if fer ent cl assificat ion s at the Di am on d Stat e Port 
Authority. 

The State obje cts to the modification of thi s un it ba sed upon the 
t otali ty of facts and circumsta nce s atte ndant to the labor -managemen t 
histor y between the part ie s inclu d ing, but not limited to, a previo us 
ru ling by the Department of Labor on thi s ver y issue. DOL Ca se No . 
103(b) . 

Please call if you require additional information at this time. 

Th e names of all employees receivin g wages during the ca lendar yea rs 1994 

and 1995, were pro vided by Diamond Stat e In two separate lists captioned "W- 2 1995" 

and "W· 2 1994." By lette r dated June 20, 1996 , the PERB adv ised the pa rti es that 

because § 13 11(a), of the Ac t, prov ide s that autho riza tion cards signed mor e tha n 

twelve (12) months prior to the filing of a repr esentatio n pet ition are invalid, the list 

of 1994 employees was no t cons ide red and the pet ition was va lidated using only the 

names appear ing on the li st of e mploye es receiving wag es in ca lendar year 1995. 
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M ore than 30% of the employees appearing on that list signed cards and the pet ition 

was, therefore, validated. 

By lett er dated June 28 , 1996, the Peti tioner notif ied the PERB of its des ire "to 

corr ect the pet ition by substi tuting ' 600 hours ,' in place if ' 1000 . hour s,' as the 

d emar cat ion be twee n cove red and non-cover ed worke rs". As j usti fica tion for it s 

reque st the Petitioner clai ms that under the 1000 hour cap "o nly a handf u l o f 

c urre ntly cove red work ers co uld possibly qualify; whereas the obv ious intent behin d 

the amend ment/clari ficat ion, as ev ide nced' by our clie nt's show ing of interest , was to 

define the uni t so as to properly include all employees who ha ve been worki ng 

al ong side the ack nowledged uni t membe rs with a reasonable degr ee of regu lar ity 

that endows them with an overall community of interest" 

On Ju ly I, 1993, the firm of Morris, Nicho ls, Arsht & Tunn ell fi led a Notice of 

Ap pea rance replacin g the Sta te 's Office o f Labor Re lat ions a s the desi gn ated 

representative of Diamond State. By let ter dated Ju ly 15, 1996, the PERB adv ise d 

Diamond State of the Petitioner' s desire to amend the original petition. 

On July 25 , 1996 , Diam ond State filed a Petition for Decl aratory Statement 

see king a ru ling that .. the purported June peti tion is untimely and therefor e not 

subjec t for co ns ide rat ion by the Board. " In support of its reques t, Diamond State 

argues the following: 

I .	 Unlike the un fair labor practice provis ions. neither the Ac t nor the 

Ru les and Regul ations provide for the fi ling of an amended petitio n 

to modify an exis ting bargai ning unit. (Letter of July 25, 1996 , pg. 

2) 

2	 19 Del. C. § 1310(t) provi des that the appro priate ness of a bargaining 

unit may be challe nged "not more tha n 180 days nor less than 120 , 
days prior to the exp iratio n of any co llec tive barga ining agree ment 

in effect on the date of the passage of th is Chap ter, which is the case 
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l 
here since the current Agreement was in effect on September 23, 

1994 , the effective date of the passage of the Act." (Letter of Ju ly 25 , 

19%, pg. 2) 

3.	 Rul e 1.10 provid es that the Board shall strictly co nst rue all tim e 

limitations contained in the Act and III these Regula tions. While Rule 

1.9 provide s tha t the Board ' s Rules and Regulati on s are to be 

libe rall y construed so as to accompl ish the efficie nt oper at ion and 

adm inistration of the Act and may be waived or suspended at any 

tim e dur ing the pr oceedin g, to do so here wou ld dep r ive th e 

Respon dent of a substantial right, t.e. , the right to the cer tainty of 

the time requirem ent s set fonh in 19 De I.C . § 1311. (Letter of Jul y 25, 

1996, pg. 4) 

On August 13, 1996, the Union filed its Response to Diamond Sta te ' s Petit ion for 

a Declaratory Statement, claiming essentially that: -
1.	 Th e pe titio ned for emp loyees are in clud ed within the current 

ba rgaini ng un it definiti on init iall y cert ifi ed as approp riate by the 

Department of Labor. (Letter of August 9, 1996, pg. 3) 

2.	 Th e stat us of " reg ular ful l-time" and " reg ular part-ti me" emp loye es 

has never been defi ned by the PERB and the term "casual" has ne ver 

been defined by the parties. (Letter of August 9, 1996, pg. 3) 

3.	 Since the app ro pr ia te ness of the exi st ing bargai ning u ni t is not 

bein g qu esti oned the time limitat ions set forth in § 131O(f) , of the 

Act, do not apply. (Letter of August 9, 1996, pg. 4) 

4 .	 The Petit ioner see ks a "correction," rather than a "modific ation" of 

its peti t ion, co nce rn ing the numb er of hour s whic h an emp loyee 

must work to be deemed a "regu lar part-tim e" employe e rat her than 

merely a "cas ual" employee which is ult ima te ly the respon sibility of 
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the PERB In de te rmi ning the comm unit y of interes t requ ired by ) 
§13IO(d), of the Act. (Letter of August 9, 1996, pg. 6) 

5.	 Denyi ng the Pe tition er 's request to correct the Petit ion would
 

dep rive the employees substantial rights guara nteed by the Act and
 

frustra te th e declared intent of the legislature and the polic y
 

underlying the Act, itself, (Letter of August 9, 1996, pg. 7)
 

ISSUE 

Whet her the June, 1996, petition filed by Petitioner is untimel y and , therefore , 

not subject 10consideration by the Board? (Petition For Declaratory Statement, pg. 4) 

DISCUSSION 

The PERB adm inist er s three (3) separare but similar statutes : Th e Public Schoo l 

Employ ment Relati ons Act ("PSERA "), 14 DeLC . Ch. 40 (1983 ), amend ed (1990); I..h.!:: 

Poli ce Offi cer s and Eirefi&hter s Emp loyment Relations Act ("POFERA") , 19 De I.C. Ch . 

16 (1986); and The Public Employmen t Re lation s Act ("PERA" ), 19 De l. C. Ch 13, (1994). 

Repr esentatio n petit ion s filed under these Act s ra ise a va riety of issues which 

must necessar ily be considered within the co ntext of the fact situa tion in which they 

ar ise. Accordingl y, it is nece ssa ry to co nside r what the Petit io ner is attempt ing to 

accompli sh vis-a-vi s the various petitions and establi shed PERB practi ce with rega rd , 

thereto. 

The most frequently filed rep rese ntation pe titi on s concern que st ion s of the 

approp ria ten ess o f an ex istin g or proposed bargai ning unit , cla rif icat ion as t o 

whet her an e xis t ing , new or revi sed po sitio n is inc luded within an ex isting 

barga ining unit def initio n, modif icati on of an ex isting bargai ni ng unit definit ion , 

certification of an ex clu si ve barga ining represe ntative for cu rre ntl y unre prese nted 

employees and decertification of a certified bargaining representative. 
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Questio ns conce rn ing the appro priateness of an existing barga in ing unit are 

addresse d in eac h of the statutes at §§40 10(f), 1610(f) and 1310(0 , respecti vely, which 

provide: 

An y ba rgai ning unit de signated as appropria te prior to the 
eff ect ive date of thi s Chapter, for which an exclusive representative has 
been ce rtified, sha ll so continu e without the requ irement of a rev iew 
and po ssib le redesi gnati on unti l such time as a questi on co nce rn ing 
ap pr op riatene ss i s p rop er ly rai sed und e r thi s C hapt er. Th e 
app rop riateness of the uni t may be challe nged by the publi c employ er. 
30 percent (30%) of the memb ers of the unit , an employee orga niz ation, 
or the Board not more than 180 days prior nor less than 120 days prior to 
the expi ra tion of any co llec tive bargai ning ag reemen t in effe ct on the 
date of the passage of this Chapter. 

Here . the Petit ioner does not allege that the curre nt un it designat ed as 

appropri ate pr ior to September 27, 1994, is inappropria te . Therefo re, the pet ition does 

not rai se a ques tion of appr opri at eness unde r 19 DeI.C. §13 10(g) and the ti me 

constra int s. co mmonly re fer red to as the "contract bar, " se t forth there in , do not 

apply. 

A clarification pe tit ion serve s 10 clarify whether a specific classification fa ll s 

within an ex is ting bar ga ini ng uni t de fini tio n. Pri o r to the PERB assu ming 

j urisdic tion ove r these employees in 1994, the Union reques ted a cla rific ation of the 

current bargaining unit in Department of Labor Case No. 103( b). In a deci sion iss ued 

on January 13, 1989, the Secretary of Labor, in DOL Case No. I03(b), concluded: 

The Union did not seek the casuals into the unit nor did Counc il, at 
that time, recomm end that it was appropriate to have these position s in 
the un it. The intent of the part ies was for thei r exclusion from thi s 
ba rgai ni ng unit as stated and ev idenced by the pet iti on. elec tion , and 
negotiated language in the collective bargaining agreement. 

Because the emp loyee s whic h the Peti tioner now seek s to represent we re not 

previo us ly petit ioned for a nd a re not. there fo re , inc luded within the c urre nt 

bargaining unit definition [he instant petition does not raise a clarification issue. 

A modi ficat ion petit ion is fi led for the purp ose of modi fying an exis ti ng 

bargainin g un it definiti on in accord with Board Regulati on 3.4 (8), Modificati on of a 

Bari"ajnjoi"Unit, which provides: 
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In the eve nt there is a subs tantial modifi cation in the nature of 
the duti es and work ing conditions of a position wit hin the bargaining 
un it, or a new position is created which is not covered by the existing 
bargaining unit definit ion , or there is some co mpe ll ing reason for t he 
Boa rd to con sider modi fyin g the designated ba rgaining un it, the publi c 
employe r and lor the exc lus ive bargain ing rep re sent ati ve may file a 
pet itio n with the Board which shall inc lude the following (Attachment 
D): 

(a )	 The name of the employer; 
(b)	 The name of the exclusive representative; 
(c)	 A description of the bargaining unit; 
( d)	 A brief state ment exp laining the reasons for a mod ificat ion 

of the bargaining unit. 

One of the applica ble procedure s set forth In Regulation 3.1 (b) , to which the 

f ili ng of a petition to modify a bargai nin g unit must co nfo rm is a window peri od 

occurr ing bet ween the 120t h and l 80t h day immedi ately precedin g the expir atio n 

date of an exis ting co llective barga ining ag ree ment with a du ra tio n of thr ee (3) 

years or less. 

Th e Pet itioner ' s pr rmary pur pose , however, is not to mod ify the ex isti ng 

bargain ing unit within the meaning of Rule 3.4(8) and the time co nstra int set forth 

therein does not apply. 

A decer tifi cat ion petiti on is fil ed sole ly for the purp ose of termin ati ng the 

exc lus ive ba rg aini ng status of a curre nt ba rgai ning rep resenta tiv e and has no 

bearing on the resolution of this matter. 

Clea rly, the Pet iti oner' s inte nt is to be ce rti fie d as the exc lusive barga inin g 

rep resen tative for a group of cu rre ntly unrepr esented employee s an d, if succ essf u l, 

to inc lude them in the exi stin g bargain ing un it. To acco mplish this objec tive, the 

Petiti oner pro perly filed a representa tion pet ition supported by a showi ng of in terest 

of at least 30% of the unrepresented employees whom it seeks to represent. 

There is no statuto ry exclusion in any of the Acts adm ini ste red by the PERB 

ex cludin g less than full ti me employees from the right to be represented by an d 

ba rgain co llec t ively thr ough rep re sentat ives of the ir cho os ing over term s and 
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cond itions of employment. Conce rni ng the eligibility of less tha n full tim e employee s 

the PERB has held that : 

The PER B has consis tently broad ly construed employees' re prese ntation 
rights as a fundamenta l premise of the Act , the statute neith er define s 
nor excludes from its cove rage duratio nal, seaso nal, casual or any other 
cat ego ry of less than full tim e employee s. Conse que ntly , t he se 
employee s are elig ible for repr esentati on und er the Act. Dela ware Publi c 
Employees Council 81. AFSCME. AFL-CIO. v. State of Delaware Turnpik e 
Adminis tration. Del. PERB, Rep. Pet. No. 95·06- 140 « 1995), PERB Binder II 
@ pg. 1192). (See also In Re: V ,D, Bus Drivers v. AFSCME Local 439. Del. 
PERB . Rep. Per 95-04 - 126 « 1995), PERB Binder \I @ 1207). 

19 DeI. C . § 1310, confers upo n the PERB 's exc lusive authority to de te rmi ne 

whethe r or no t a proposed unit sat isf ies the statutory cr ite ria requ ired to cons titute 

an appropria te unit. Upon co ns ide ring the repr ese ntati on righ ts of unr epresen ted 

employees vis-a-vis an existing unit. the PERB concluded: 

In administer ing the provisions of the POFERA (Police Officers and 
Firefi ghters Emp loyment Relat ions ACI]. the Publi c Sc hoo l Employ ment 
Relati ons Act and the Public Empl oyment Relations Act, the PERB has 
esta b lished by pract ice and policy that the righ t to be rep resent ed for 
purposes of co llec tive bargain ing begins with and accrues to any group 
of s tatutorily e lig ib le public empl oyee s see king repr esentat ion . Once a 
labor orga nizat ion is certif ied through a sec ret ba llot elec tion a s the 
exc lusiv e bargain ing representative of the design at ed bar gain ing uni t. 
that o rganizat ion has the righ t and obligatio n to represent that un it and 
the employer has the right and obligation to deal exc lusive ly with that 
repr e sentat ive. Once part of a represented bargain ing unit . howe ver , 
the desires of any group of ind ividual empl oyee s wit hin tha t unit 
re lati ve to repr esenta tio n matt er s are e xp ressed sole ly th rough th e 
decertification and certification procedures. 

Cons istent with this policy and practice, the PERB has ente rtai ned 
rep rese ntat ion pet ition s filed by unrepresen ted employees seeking to 
be repr esented throug h inclu sion within an exi st ing ba rgai ning unit. 
The PERB has requi red a showing of interest by at least thi rty percent 
(3 0%) o f the unre prese nted emp loyees and an indicati on by the 
excl usive representative of the bargai ning unit that it is wi ll ing to 
represen t the employees/ positions in question . Not ice s of t he pe t ition 
are po sted at the PERB ' s dir ection in the workplace to notify all affec ted 
emp loyees of the propo sed change to the un it. If it is determ ined that 
the posi tion(s) in question are appropriate for inclusion in the ex isting 
unit . a secret ba llot election is held among the unrepresen ted employees 
to det ermin e whether a maj orit y of the se employee s desir e s to be 
repr esent ed , cons is te nt with thei r stat utory ri ght to choo se th eir 
represent ative, if any. If the VOle fail s, the positions in question do nOI 
becom e pa rt of the ba rgain ing uni t and the employ ee s in those 
positions re main unrep rese nted cons istent with the desire s of the 
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maj orit y . In Re' Bauali on Chief s o f the C ity Qf Wilrnjn &"ton F ire 
Dep art ment , Del. PERB. Rep. Pet. 95-06 - 142 « 1995), PERB Binder n @ pg. ) 
1257) [l J 

The Nat ional Labor Relations Board in Capitol Insulation Co" Inc. and Co lorado 

State Council of Car:pente rs (233 NLRB 129 , 96 LRRM 1592 ( 1977» , conside red the 

nu mbe r of hour s a c asual employ ee must work in order to be incl uded in the 

bargaining unit a valid factor for it to consider in defining an appropriate unit. 

The decision of the Natio nal Labor Rel ations Board in Ca pito l Insula t io o 

( Su p ra.), whi le not bindin g on the PERB , suppor ts a simi lar conclu sion by the 

Delaware PERB. 

Petiti ons filed by an emp loyee organization seeking to be ce rtif ied as the 

exclu s ive bargain ing repr esentat ive for a group of unrep rese nte d emp loyee s as par t 

of an existing ba rga ining unit have hi stor ica lly bee n proce ssed as a cert ificatio n 

petition. Thu s, in the absence of a sta tutory restriction such petitions may be fil ed at 

any t ime and must , pursuant to 19 De l. C , § 1311(a). be supporte d by the signatures of _ 

at lea st 30% of the unrep resented emp loyee s whom the pet ition ing represe ntati ve 

seeks to represent. 

To co ncl ude that a certi fica tio n pet ition which can be wi thd rawn an d 

resubmit ted at any tim e cannot be amended would serve no pur pose other th an to 

un nec essar ily de lay th e representation p rocess and fru st rate the will o f t he 

pet itio ning e mployee s. regardless of the res ult. This fact , toge ther with the PERB ' s 

authorit y to ult imate ly establi sh the number of hours an empl oyee must work in a 

spec if ic time period in order to be eligib le for inclu sion in a pa rticu lar barg aining 

unit and the procedure for processing ce rtification petitions protects the due process 

[I ) See also: In BE : Ken! VQ-Tech School District Speci a l Education Instruc tion al 
A ide s , DeI.PERB , Rep . Pet. 9 1·06· 065 «(1992) PERB Binder I @ p . 737); In BE; Caesar 
Rodn e y School District Instructjonal Aides. De1.PERB, Rep. Pet. 92 -03-070 «(1992) PERB 
Binder II @ p. 821) ; In RE: Milf Qrd Schoo l Distri ct Limi ted Co ntrac t E m p IQ yee~. 

DeJ.PERB. Rep. Pel. 94- 11-109 «(1996) PERB Binder II @ p. 1301); In RE: DHSS Stock ley 
Ce nte r Habilit at jon Super visors, DeI.PERB , Rep. Pet . 95-06- 145 « 1996) PERB Binder II 
@ p. 1399) 
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right s of not onl y the employer and the bargain ing u nit but most important ly tho se 

of the employees. 

In order to clarif y the s tatus of th is type of petiti on and to avo id 

misunder standing con cernin g the appli cati on of the time limit s se t for th in § 13 10(f), 

of th e Act , and /or PERB Regu lati on 3. 1 (b), futur e attempts to organize currently 

unr epr esented emp loyees and to includ e those employ ees in an existing bargainin g 

unit will be pr oce ssed only when submitted as a ce rtific ation petiti on on the form 

entitled Petition for Bar~ainiD g Uni t Det erminat ion and Certif icati on of Exc lus ive 

BargainjnflRepresentatjve. 

DECISION 

Because a certification petiti on can be initiat ed at an y time it log ically can also 

be amended . For thi s rea son, the petiti on fi led by the Union in June , 1996, is timel y 

and a proper subjec t for consideration by the PERB. 

Regardl ess of whe ther spec ifically addre ssed in the petitio n, the number of 

hours requi red of less than full time employees is properl y a fact or to be consider ed 

by the PERB 10 definin g the appr opri ate bargaining unit. There fore, the application 

of the co ntrac t bar to the Petit ioner ' s attempt to modif y the origin al pe tition is, for 

all practical purposes, irrelevant to the appropriateness of the unit sought. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Is/Charles D. Long. Jr, 
CHARLESD. LONG, JR.
 
Executive Director
 
Delaware Public Employment Relations Bd.
 

DATED: 23 September 1996 
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